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The Ancient Monument in Romano-British Ritual Practices 

by Howard M.R.Williams 

Introduction 

Ritual practices concern performance and movement at and between places in the landscape. 
Indeed one anthropo logist has recently characterized ri tual s as 'fo rmulaic spatiality ' (Parkin 
1992: 18). Studies of the material manifestations of ritual practices, including the deposition of 
material culture, human remains and monument building must be understood within a spatial, 
topographical and landscape context (e.g. Parker Pearson 1993). Rituals also have an important 
ro le in the remembrance of the past and the construction of social time separate from daily life. 
Uniting past and present, rituals establish and maintain associations with ancestors and the 
supernatural through the use of particular categories of place in the landscape (Barrett 1994:80, 
Bloch 1977:288-290, Mizoguchi 1993 :233). The places chosen for ritual performance may 
have been invested with liminal or sacred qualities and would have influenced the movement 
and expectati ons of participants and onlookers. The antiquity and monumentality of a loca le 
may be important resources integra l to the symbo lism and organization of ritual practices and 
important for the reproduction of soc ial relations and identi ti es in past societies. 

These theoretical themes have important implications for our understanding of Roman 
period sacred geography in southern and eas tern England. This paper hopes to demonstrate this 
by focusing upon one category of loca le in the Roman period landscapes of southern and eastern 
England where ritual practices took place: the prehistoric monument. There is evidence that 
ancient monuments were re-used after centuries and sometimes mi lIennia of abandonment as 
foci for temples, shrines and theatres, as burial sites and places for the deposition of votive 
offerings and hoards. Interpretations of the evidence have been plagued by a tendency to regard 
the evidence in functional terms. Monument re-use is sometimes interpreted as the result of 
labour or space-savin g strateg ies, grave robbing or the vestiges of pre-Roman nati ve religious 
practices and superstitions. This is partly because the evidence for monument re-use has not 
been compiled and interpreted in its entirety. Interpretati ons often focus on selected categor ies 
of data with an arb itrary selection of ritual and secular re-use (see Alcock 1991). The re-use of 
different types of monument is often interpreted in different ways despite very sim ilar Roman 
period re-use (Dark 1993). 
However, archaeologists are increasingly aware that old structures can be re-used because of the 
particular supernatura l and ancestral qualities believed to be embod ied in ancient monuments 
and objec ts rather than by practical concerns (e.g. Hingley 1996, Roymans 1995, Spencer 
1995 ). The material remai ns of the past can be an important symbo lic resource in society for the 
construction and reproduction of histories, mythologies and identities through their 
incorporation into ritual practices (Bradley 1987, 1993, Garwood 1991 ). Therefore, the ritual 
re-use of ancient monuments in the Roman period can be identified as an important resource in 
the negotiation of soc ial structures, identities and c laims to material and human resources by 
communities and individuals in the past. This paper will present much of the known evidence 
for Roman period monument re-use and attempt to place this evidence in its appropriate social 
con tex t. 
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Roman Period Activity at Prehistoric Sites 

Following upon the important surveys by Aitchision (1988), Dark (1993) and Woodward (1992) 
we can identify three broad categories of monument re-use in the Roman period in southern and 

eastern England: temples, artefact deposits and burials. The distribution of the main s ites 

suggests concentrations in the Cotswolds (Woodward and Leach 1993:305), Wessex and the 

Peak District , with a wider scatter throughout lowland Britain (map I). Examples of each 

category of re-use can be identified throughout the Roman period although the deposition of 

hoards and material culture at ancient monuments seems to be predominantly a late Roman 

phenomenon. Very few burial sites re-using ancient monuments have been adequately excavated 

and few can be secu rely dated . Whilst early Roman crematio n graves are known to re-use old 

monuments (contra Dark 1993), the predominance of inhumations might suggest an increase in 

monument re-use over time into the fourth and fifth centuries AD (Dark 1993). 

Shrines and Temples (Table I) 

Turning to the first category of evidence, cases of shrines and temples reusing prehistoric 

barrows are well known. For example, at Haddenham (Evans 1985) and Stanwick (Neal 

1989: 156-157) the temenos enclosures appear to have deliberately encompassed Bronze Age 

barrows. The possibility exists of a Neolithic long barrow beneath the Uley temple complex 

(Woodward and Leach 1993). At Brean Down the temple was adjacent to a barrow assumed to 

be prehistoric in date (ApSimon 1964) and a similar pattern can be observed for Mutlow Hill 

(Rodwell 1980570) and Maiden Castle (Wheeler 1943). The presence of Bronze Age 

cremations at Harlow (France and Gobel 1985) and Lancing Down (Bedwin 1981 :37) suggests 

the possible presence of further unidentified relationships between Roman temples and 

prehistoric barrows. 

Iron Age hill forts were also used to contain Roman temples, including well known examples 

at Maiden Castle (Wheeler 1943), Lydney Park and Chanctonbury Ring (Bedwin 1980, 
Woodward 1992). In these cases the ancient earthwork acted as the boundary of the religious 

complex, sometimes with a new temenos wall constructed over the ramparts (e.g. Bedwin 1980). 

Other Roman religious centres are close to hill forts including Uley (Woodward and Leach 1993, 
see also Sparey-Green ]987:69). Admittedly, the monumental forms of Bronze Age barrows and 

Iron Age hillforts required different types of re-use, in the former case as platforms or foci for 

religious structures, in the latter case as {emenos enclosures. Yet in both cases ancient 

monuments appear to have been abandoned for a substantial period of time prior to their use as 

Roman religious centres. While hillforts may have continued to be invested with mythical 

associations for a long time after their abandonment, it seems that it was the antiquity of the 

abandoned monument that encouraged ritual activity in the Roman period (contra Dark 1993). 
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Site 

Haddenham 
Mutlow Hill 
Stanwick 
Sionk HIli 
Harlow 
Lancing Down 
Brean Down 
Maiden Castle 
Uley 
Croft Ambrey 
Lydney Park 
Chanctonbury Ring 
Pound bury Camp 
Blaise Castle 

Neolithic/Bronze Age 
Barrow 

X 
X 
X 
') 

') 

') 

X 
X 
') 

Iron Age 
Hilifort 

X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
'J 

'J 

Tahle J.- Roman Temples and Shrines rellsing Prehistoric MOrlUmenls.- a sarnple of sites. 
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Also, ancient monuments includll1g the henge at Maumbury Rings near Dorchester (Bradley 
1975) and a prehistoric tomb at Catterick (Moloney 1996) were re-used in the construction of 
amphitheatres. Together, the evidence of monument re-use by temples and amphitheatres 
suggests a desire to associate religious centres and ritual performances with ancient places in the 
landscape. It has been suggested that these ancient monuments may have been regarded as the 
dwelling places of deities or heroic ancestors (Drury 1980:57, Neal 1989). The placing of the 
temple could create and sustain the cult of a particular ancestor or deity focused upon the 
ancient monument. 

Ariefaci Deposilion (Appendix l) 

It has long been accepted that most cult centres and ritual practices would have taken place in 
the open air during the Roman period (e.g. Salway 1981). Besides religious structures and 
amphitheatres there are examples of possible open-air sacred places focusing upon ancient 
monuments in the Roman period. Excavators interpreted the remains from beneath a barrow 
south of the Croft Ambrey hillfort to be an open-air ceremonial stage of Roman date (Stanford 
1985). The deposition of Roman material at other ancient monuments might indicate a similar 
kind of re-use as open-air stages for ritual performances and votive deposition. The discovery of 
more than 726 coins and large amounts of pottery from a Bronze Age barrow on Walkington 
Wold in East Yorkshire may represent such an open air ritual site rather than a Roman temple 
(Bartlett and Mackey 1973, contra Bailey 1985). At least 156 coins from the aptly named 
Money Mound prehistoric barrow in Sussex (Beckensall 1967), the cooking jars (100-110 
fragments, perhaps deliberately broken), and coins from the Giant's Grave long barrow in 
Wiltshire (Annable 1970) are further cases of possible ritual deposits at prehistoric monuments. 
Similar examples of Roman coins and pottery are known from prehistoric tombs from the Peak 
District including Minninglow (Bateman 1848,1861, Marsden 1982) These 
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A D,. Temples and Shrines 
• 0 Anefacts and Hoards 
• 0 Burials 

Filled Symbols ~ 'Certain C .... ' 
Open Symbols ~ 'Probable & Possiblc' Cases 

Figu re 1. A Distribution of Romano-British monument re-use. 
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sites sugges t that the depos iti on of small votive offerings at ancient monuments took place over 
a long period of time. 

Even small amounts of Roman materi al from prehistoric monuments might represent ritual 
and vo ti ve depos its. The co ins from the forecourt area of the West Kennet long barrow (Piggott 
1962), the co ins and animal bone deposits near the prehistoric barrows on Sionk HiLl (Hart ridge 
1978) and a Roman brooch and coins buried deep into the prehistoric long mound on Crickley 
Hill (Selkirk 1993:503) appear to be deliberately placed offerings at vis ible ancient mon uments. 
Furthermore, it has been arguecl that Roman hoards found assoc iated with prehistoric 
monuments cou ld represent vot ive offerings (see Aitchison 1988; Grinsell 1967). Other 
exampl es of Roman period ritual activity includ e the placing of al.tars into prehi storic round 
barrows in Gloucestershire (Darvill ancl Grinsell 1989; O'Neill ancl Grinsell 1960) and the 
opening up, di sturbance and robbing of stones from megalithic chambered tombs (Aitch iso n 
1988; Bateman 1848, 186 1; Marsden 1982; O'Nei ll 1962; Smith 1989; Woodward and Leech 
1993) 

Other ev id ence seems more clearly ' ritual' in character. The burial of a female figurine 
within a mini ature long barrow of Roman date on Criekley Hill sugges ts the ritual veneration of 
the nearby prehistoric long mound (Se lkirk 1993:502-3 ). More evidence comes from the cutting 
of a ditch ac ross the forecourt of Wayland 's Smithy long barrow later filled with stone and 
fragments of human bone (A tki nson 1965). The excavation of at least five wells of Roman date 
around the Neolithic monument Silbury Hill could be interpreted as ritual shafts, although their 
role as func ti onal we.ll s assoc iated with the nearby Roman settlement cannot be rul.ed out 
(Brooke 1908; Brooke and Cunnington 1896; Corney 1997; Dark 1993) . Unfortunately, 
previ ous claims that suggest that the blue stone chi ppi ngs at Stonehenge could relate to Roman 
period ritual activity cannot be substantiated on the available evidence (see Cleal el at. 1995, 
contra Atkinson 1956; Dark 1993) . The evid ence suggests a particular interest in Neolithic long 
barrows and chambered tombs, although round barrows al so frequently contained Roman 
artefacts. 

Burial s (Appendix 2) 

Prehi stor ic monuments could provide one context fo r funerary ritual s and the burial of the dead 
in Roman Britain. In a literature review, a sampl e of seventy-nine prehi storic monuments have 
produced Romano-British burials in close proximity (eighteen monuments were judged to have 
'certain' cases of re-use). There are undoubtedl y many more cases that cannot be securely dated 
to the Roman period. Most burials were found singly or in small groups ancl the eV idence for 
large buri al sites reusing ancient monuments is secure in only a handful of cases (e.g . Frere 
1984:302; Miles and Palmer 1996). There are early Roman periocl examples, including 
inhumat ions at Julliberrie's Grave long barrow in Kent (Jessup 1939) and cremation burial s at a 
prehistoric round barrow near Pakenham in Suffol k (Brown et at. 1954). There are cases where 
Roman barrows appear to be placed close to prehistori c barrows including Holborough in Kent 
(Evison 1956; Jessup 1954) and the West Overton tombs in Wiltshire (Smith and Simpson 
1960). Late Roman inhumati on burials are also found re-using Neol ithic and Bronze Age 
monuments. For example, numerous burials were found secondary to Neolithic barrows at 
White Horse Hill in Oxford shire (M iles and Palmer 1996) and a single grave with Constantinian 
coins was inse rted into 'Hetty Pegler's Tump' Neolithic long barrow in Glouces tershire (Cl iffo rd 
1966). Numerous Bronze Age round barrows including one at King's Stanley in Gloucestershire 
have produced secondary late Roman inhumation graves (O'Neill and Grinsell 1960). There are 
also examples of Iron Age earthworks and cemeteries subject to re-use, sometimes after onl y a 
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century of abandonment (e.g. Mucking, Going 1997 ; Westhampnelt, Fitzpatrick 1997). At 
Borough Hill, Northamptonshire, a Roman barrow cemetery (and possibly a villa) was 
constructed within an Iron Age hillfort (Brown 1977). Could the placing of the late Roman 
managed cemetery adjacent to the Iron Age hillfort at Poundbury Camp represent another 
example of assoc iating the dead with ancient monumental structures? 

Once more we might suggest that ancient monuments were appropriated in the organisation 
and performance of rituals practices. By burying the dead in ancient monuments, the old 
structures were being assoc iated with ancestors and may have become foci fo r cults of the dead 
(Toynbee 197 I). Perhaps the dead were being used as med iators with the past and the 
supernatural. If so, then could the 'vo tive offerings' discussed above be regarded as analogous 
to grave goods in some way used to forge contractual links with imagined ancestors and spirits 
resident in ancient monuments? 

M onllment Re-use in Context 

The ritual re-u se of old monuments was a geographically restricted and only occasionally 
practised in Roman Britain. For example, hillforls could be re-used as rural settlements, for 
industrial activity and as military bases as well as ritual foci. Other monuments were either 
destroyed or simply avoided in this period. In addition , the maj ori ty of temples and burial sites 
in Roman Britain do not appear to display any clear relationship with old monuments and 
instead are placed with reference to contemporary towns, settlements and routeways (see Blagg 
1986; Esmonde Cleary 1997; Woodward 1992). 

Where we do have ev idence for monument re-use, there are inevitably many alternative 
interpretations. Practical or functIonal explanations have been widespread. It has been suggested 
that Roman material from prehistoric monuments reflects casual loss (e.g. Smith J 989), the 
result of plough damage or their use as rubbish dumps (see Jessup 1939). Hoards were placed in 
old barrows to hide them in times of crisis and coins were dropped by careless Roman grave 
robbers (O'Neill and Grinsell 1960; see Annable 1970). While these moti va tions may have been 
involved, the combinati on of evidence suggests that monument re-use often took place because 
of the mythological associations invested in ancient , abandoned places in the landscape. Other 
scholars have al ready come [0 this conclus ion (Annable 1970; Bailey 1985; Dark 1993; Selkirk 
1993; Woodward 1992). The evidence for a ritual re-use is most convincing at sites such as 
Julliberrie' s Grave long barrow where more than one form of re-use has been identified, 
including burials, a hoard, and possible cases of ritual hearths connected with the monument 
(Ashbee 1996). 

Uniform and simplistic explanations for this ritual practice must also be avoided. Firstly we 
must question the suggestion that monument re-use indicates the continuing respec t or re
dedication of existing sacred places , since it is clear that the re-use often followed extremely 
long periods in which the monuments had not been the focus of ritual activity (contra Dark 1994 
concerning ritual activity at hillforts). Other interpretations have emphasised the restricted 
nature of the ev idence in contrast to other areas of the Western Roman Empire and have 
regarded the evidence in terms of local 'superstition ' and ' folkl ore ' (Dark 1993). It does appear 
to be the case that prehistoric monuments were more frequently re-used in other parts of the 
Roman world (B lake 1997; Dark 1993 ; Roymans 1995; Vermeulen J 997). While this cautious 
lIlterpretation is large ly appropriate for most of Britain, it seems inadequate to explain the 
variety of evidence from those regions where the practice appears to be concentrated. 

Other interpretations hold the benefit of placing the practice within an historical context. The 
ritual emphasis upon old monuments can be seen as the appropriation of the pre-Roman past to 
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symboli ze Roman elite domination of the landscape and its inhabitants, or as a ritual resistance 
to Roman dom inati on by rural communities (A lcock 199 1; Evans 1985). In thi s way we can 
imagine that attitudes to the material remains of the pre-Roman past were Integral to the 
construction and negotiation of power relati ons and social identities for numerous groups in the 
Roman period (Blake 1997). However, if either or both of these views are correct, one wou ld 
cxrect a particular interest in Iro n Age structures, predominantly during the first century of 
Roman rul e. This is not the case. Another view is that the re-use of ancient monuments forms 
pa rt of a 'revitalization movement' in the late Roman period (Scott 1991). This interpretati on 
takes Into account the ch ronology of monume nt re-use yet it also places too much emphasis 
upon nttitudes towmds Iron Age monuments and the surviva l of pre-Roman socia l structures 
unhindered through centuries of Roman cu ltura l influence. Thi s is not to argue that these 
interpretations are lI1correct, only that they assu me a single, uniform ex pl anati on and fa il to 
address the variab il ity and longevity of the practice. In order to pursue these various lines of 
inquiry further, we must place greater emphas is upon the charac ter of the ritual ac ts taking pl ace 
at these sites and the possib le significance they may ha ve had for Romano-British communities. 

lnlerprelC1liulls 

Monument re-use represents a renewed emphasis upon the material remains of the past during 
the early first mill ennium AD in southern and eastern Britain (Wi lliams 1996). Monuments 
could have ac ted as limlllal places and been regarded as the constructi ons of ancient races, the 
dwellings of ancestors or supernatural forces, or in some cases the entrances to supernatura l 
rea lms (B radley 1987; Dark 1993). Perhaps anc ient monuments that were the focus of ritual 
ac tivity were shrines of local cu lts o f deities, heroes or ances tors, deepl y ingra ined In the ritual 
practices and every day lives of certain communities in the Roman period . These attitudes can 
he seen as part of a wider cosmo logical con tex t of votive offerings at temples, ritual shafts, 
we ll s, ce ll ars and pits (e.g. Black 1986; Perr·ing 1989 ; Scott 1991; Wait 1985). Burying human 
remains and artefacts at ancient places may have been an important means o f contac ting deities 
and the supernatural (Henig 1984). Consequently rituals at ancient monuments could have 
sought to secure and maintain the benign Influence of ances tors or spirits in orde r to aid the 
social and po l iti ca l strategies of the Ji ving. Per haps ancien t monuments were regarded as a 
source of fertility and regenerat ion for both the communities of the li ving and the dead (Bloc h 
il nd Parry 19827-9) 

There may have been no sing le social context for monument re-use. Instead we must 
appreciate that different groups we re interpreti ng and using old monuments in varied ways. 
Indeed, monuments co ul d have been the foc us for oppos ing and confl icting ideological attitudes 
toward s the past, the supernatura l and the ancesto rs (see also van Vel zen 1992). Ritual s at 
ancient monuments could have served in the negotiati on of conflicti ng views of the pre-Roman 
past, perhaps securing leg itimacy for certain read ings of these monuments over others. Rituals at 
ancient monuments may in particular ha ve constructed relations between the living and the land, 
so conseq uently the use of old structures could have been related to changing pa tterns of 
landownership and disputes concerning rights over land and agricultural resources th roughout 
the Roman period. Furthermore, over the long term, ancient structures may have held an 
important place in the construction of loca l and reg ional identities in Roman Britain (see also 
Blake 1997). 

The importance of this evidence for our understanding of the sac red geography of Roman 
period Britain must now be evident. Yet the ev idence must be seen in the contex t of an overall 
increasing II1terest in the material remains of the di stant past that con tinued and became a central 
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practice for societies in early medieval Britain (Harke j 994; Harke and Williams 1997, 
Williams J 996). This early medieval period monument re-use seems to be strongly influenced 
by practices introduced from Scandinavia and northern Germany but they could have an 
indigenous component (Harke and Williams 1997). If so, then perhaps we should see attitudes 
to ancient monuments representing a form of ritual continuity across the Roman/medieval 

transition. 

Conclusions 

Ancient monuments seem to have been re-used by certain segments of Romano-British society 
in only selected regions. For these groups enacting rituals and ceremonies, pre-Roman 
monuments could have been treated as the embodiment of local deities, ancestors and group 
identity. It would be overtly simplistic to associate the re-use of pre-Roman monuments with 
merely anti-Roman sentiments, elite legitimation or the continuation of pre-Roman cult centres. 
Instead, monument re-use could have served in a variety of social contexts and may represent 
new ideological and social tensions between people, the land and the past during the Roman 
period. From this perspective, ancient monuments and ancient places could have provided an 
important role in the construction and negotiation of social identities and power relations in 
Romano-British society, alternative to those resources and ideologies provided by the Roman 
state. Some prehistoric monuments represented important locales in the sacred geography of 
Roman period landscapes and their re-use reflects an often over-looked aspect of Romano
British ritual practices and represent attempts by groups to assert their reading of the 
supernatural and ancestral past in particular social and political strategies. 

Department of Archaeology, University of Reading 

Appendix J 

Roman Period Material from Prehistoric Monuments in southern and eastern England: a sample of sites. 

Round Barrows 

Alstonefield, Derbyshire 
Avebury 35a, Wiltshire 
Barthomley, Derbyshire 
Biseley-with-Lypiatt, Gloucestershire 
Cirencester, Gloucestershire 
Collerne 2,2a, 2b, Wiltshire 
Eaton, Leicestershire 
Haddon Field Barrow, Derbyshire 
Leafield,Oxofordshire 
Litlington, Cambridgeshire 
Long Ashton, Somerset 
Money Mound, Sussex 
Ringham Low, Derbyshire 
Saint's Hill, Parwich, Derbyshire 
Steyning, Sussex 
Slonk Hill, Sussex 

Walkington Wold, East Yorkshire 
Withington, Gloucestershire 

Bateman 1861 
Grinsell 1957 
Barnett 1996 
O'Nei II and Grinsel I 1960 
Grinsell 1967 
GrinseJl 1959 
Grew 1980 
Bateman 1861 
Grinsell 1967 
Fox 1923 
Grinsell 1967 
Beckensall 1967 
Bateman 186J 
Bateman J 86] 
Grinsell 1967 
Hartridge 1978 

Bartlett and Mackey 1973 
O'Neill and Grinsell 1960 

47 coins 
84 coins 
Goldwork 
Altars 
Coins 
Sculpted Stone, coins 
Coins, Pottery 
c.dO coins 
Coins 
Coins 
c. 150 coins 
156 coins, pottery 
Roman vessel 
c.80 coins 
50 coins 
12 coins, pottery, 

animal bone 
726 coins, pottery 
3-400 coins, hoard 
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Long Barrows alld Chambered Cairns 

Cfickley Hill , Gloucestershire 

Giant's Graves, Luckington, Wiltshire 
Gib Hill, Derbyshire 
Green Low, Derbyshire 
Julliberrie's Grave, Kent 

Minninglow, Derbyshire 

Pea Low, Derbysh ire 
Tarrant Hinton , Dorset 
Tideslow, Derbysh ire 
Wayland's Smithy, Berksh ire 
West Kennett, Wiltshire 
Whiteleaf Barrow, Buckinghamshire 
Wor Barrow, Dorset 

Hellges 

Arninghall, Norfo lk 
Stonehenge, Wiltshire 

Condicote, Gloucestershire 

Hi/ifort 

Croft Ambrey , Hereford and Worcester 

Appendix 2 

Selkirk 1993 

Concoran 1970 
Barnett 1996 
Barnett 1996 
Jessup 1939 

Marsden 1982; 
Barnell 1996 

Barnett 1996 
Grinsell 1959 
Barnett 1996 
Atkinson 1965 
Piggott 1962 
Childe and Smith 1954 
Pitt Rivers 1898 

Woodward 1992 
Atkinson 1956 

Cleal et al. 1995 

Woodward 1992 

Stanford 1985 

Brooch, coi ns, figurine, 
monument 

Coins, pottery 
Roman finds 
Coins 
Hearth, rubbish dump, 

8 coins, hoard 
Coins, pottery 

Large numbers of coi ns 
Hoal'd 
Roman finds 
Ditch across forecourt 
6 coi ns in forecou rt 
4 coins, pottery 
Coins 

Coins, hearth 
Pottery, coins, awl, 

hammer, knife and 
sickle 

Pit contain ing Celti c 
coin and pottery 

Pl atform under barrow, 
pottery, animal bone 
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Romano-Briti sh Burials reusing Prehis toric Monuments in southern and eastern England: a sample of sites 

The columns indicate the number of burials , whether they are inhumation or cremation (1, C or ?), and the 
quality of the evidence for re-use (Certain, Probable or Possible), 

PrehislOric Round Barrows 

Dorset 
Afflington Barrow 7 ') Grinsell 1959 
Alington Avenue, Dorset 5+ ? Davies et al. 1985 
Brad ford Peveri II 1 Probable ** 
Church Knowle 7 I ? Grinsell 1959 
Corfe Castle ? ** 
Dewli sh 6 Grinsell 1959 
Frampton 4 and 5 I ? Grinse ll 1959 
Handley 29 3 ') Grinsell 1959 
Handley barrow 27, Dorset 1 ? Pitt Rivers 1898 
Maiden Castle 3 Wheeler 1943 
Osmington 4a I ? Grinsell 1959 
Poole 4 4 ') Grinsell 1959 
Portesham ? Grinsell 1959 
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Tarrant Keyston C Grinsell 1959 
Wimborne St Giles 24 C Certain Grinsell1959 
Wimborne St Gil es 26 C ? Grinsell1959 
Wimborne St Martin 5b Possible Grinsell 1959 
Wimborne St Martin 31 2 ? GrinseJJ 1959 
Wimborne St Martin 32 10 ? Grinsell 1959 
Worth Matravers 3 3 ? Grinsell 1959 

Hampshire and IsLe of Wight 
East Wonsto n, Hampshire I Probable Whinney 1987 
Snells Corner, Horndean, Hampshire 6 ? Knocker 1956 
Ashey Down, Isle of Wight 4 C+I Certain Drewett 1969 

Somerset 
Chewton Mendip 35 3 Certain Grinsell 1971; 

Williams 1947 
Charlcombe 7 I Possible Grinsell1971 
Cranmore 2 I C ? Williams 1942 
Ston Easton 2 2 I ? Grinsell1971; 

Williams 1947 
Ston Easton 4 2 ? Grinsell 1971; 

Willi ams 1942 

Willshire 
Beckhampton Probable Grinsell 1957 
Collingbourne Ducis ? Grinsell 1957 
Fittleton ? Grinsell 1957 
ldmiston Possible Grinsell 1957 
Lamb Down, Codford St Mary ? Grinsell 1957; 

Vatcher 1963 
West Overton 3 Certain Smith and Simpson 

1960 

Kent 
Hassocks 6 C Probable Lynne 1994 
Holborough 2 I +C ? Jessup 1954 
Mill Hill, Deal 12 I+C Certain ParFitt 1995 

Gloucestershire 
Hyde Barrow Possible O'Neill and Grinsell 

1960 
Kings Stanley 4 Probable O'Neill and Grinsell 

1960 
Miserden 3 ? O'Neill and Grinsell 

1960 
Minchampton 4 C ? O 'Neill and Grinsell 

1960 
Withington ? O'Neill and Grinsell 

1960 

East Ang/ia 
Balsham, Cambridgeshire ? Fox 1923 
Linton Heath, Cambridgeshire C Probable Fox 1923 
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Litl inglon, Cambridgeshire ? Fox 1923 
Swaffllam Bulbeck, Cambs 2 ? Fox 1923 
Icklingham , Suffolk ? M arli n 1981 
Flempton, Suffo lk I Poss ible M arl in 1981 
Helmingham, Sutlolk 2+ C ? Marlin J 98 1 
Pakenllam, Suffolk 8 C Certai n Brown el al. 1954 

Midlands and the North 
Rox ton, Bed fordshire 3+ I+C ? Tay lor and Woodward 

1985 
Dunslable, Bedfordshire 100+ Poss ible Dunning and Wheeler 

193 1 
Galley Hill , Steatley, Bedfordshire 18 I ? Dyer 1974 
Borough Hill , Daventry, 18+ C Brown 1977 

Northamptonshire 
Eaton, L eices tershire ~:* Certai n Grew 1980: 367 
Barrow Hill s, Radley , Oxfordshire 20+ I+C ? Frere 1984 302 

Th e Peak Dislriel 
Ballidon 12, Royslone Grange 2 ? M arsden 1982 
Caste rn, ll am ? M eaney 1964; 

Barnett 1996 
Harley Hill C Cerlain Barnett 1996 
KensJow Knoll 1+ Probab le Bateman 1848; Phi lpOll 

199 J ; Barnett 1996 
M onsal Dale ? M arsden 1982; 

Philpott 1991 
Newhaven House, T he Low Poss ible Bateman 1848 
Stanshope Pasture, near Dovedale ? Bateman 1848 

Long and Oval Barrows 

Whil eJeaf Long Barrow, C Poss ible ChiJde and Smith 1954 
Buckinghamshire 

Stanshope Pasture, Derbyshire 2 Certain Philpott 1991 ; 
Barnett 1996. 

Thi ckthorn Down, Dorset 3 Probab le Grinsell 1959 
Wor Barrow, Dorsel 19 Probab le Pill Rivers 1898 
Het ty Peglers' Tump, Certain Clifford 1966 

Glouces tershire 
Julliberr'ie's Grave, Kent 4 C+I Certain Jessup 1939 
White Horse Hill , Ox fordshire 46+ I Certa in Miles and Palmer 1993 
M anton Down, W i ltshire 1 Possible Grinse ll J957 

Henges 

Slonehenge, Wiltshire 1+ Poss ible Cleal el al. 1995 

Hillforls 

War Ditches, Cambridgeshire 2 Probab le Fox 1923; White J 963 
Limlow Hill , Li tli ngton, 7 Poss ible Clark 1936 

Cambridgeshire 
Pounclbury , Dorse t 1,200+ Poss ible Farwe ll and MolJeson 

1993 
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Borough Hill, Daventry, 
Northamptonshire 
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